his genial way that in the case of European students, these doubts were only the result of aesthetic prejudice, in the case of Indian students, of nationalist rancour ("engouemen t d'aesth6ticien ou rancune de nationaliste").1
Times have changed. I cannot better indicate the nature of this change than by a quotation from Mr. Dalton's recent work on East Christian Art: "The principles governing this Christian art have received their due; that which the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries refused to consider has been regarded with favouring eyes. Thus aid has come from another side to those who have striven to combat the erroneous view that Early Christian art was nothing more than classical art in decadence. The very features for which Hellenistic art was once praised are now condemned as its worst. . . . In no other field of research have archaeology and criticism better helped each other to overcome ungenerous tradition." If the echoes of the battle on this front, "Orient oder Rom," are still to be heard, at any rate we no longer confuse the qualities of Hellenistic and Hellenic art; the deserved prestige of the latter no longer protects the former from destructive criticism.
In view of these facts, which it would be almost superflous to recapitulate, were it not for the peculiar attitude assumed by the author of the Greek theory and his followers, it should now be possible to discuss the subject calmly and to substitute argument for rhetoric. However this may be, I propose to outline here the evidences that exist to support the more obvious, but not therefore necessarily erroneous, theory of the Indian origin of the Buddha image in particular and of Indian iconography generally. Need I protect myself by saying that I do not mean by this to deny the existence of foreign elements and influences traceable in Indian art? I do mean, however, to imply that the proper time and place for their study and analysis is after, and not before, we have achieved a general understanding of the internal development of the art. The matter is of importance, not because the existence of foreign elements in any art (they exist in all arts) is not of great aesthetic significance, but just because when too much stress is laid upon this significance, the way to a clear apprehension of the general development of the art is obscured.2 The subject has bulked already far too largely in the literature of Indian I. To this, andcumerous other remarks by M. Foucher in the same vein, sometimes more suggestive of propaganda than of sober science, I might well reply in the recent words of Dr. Salmony (Die Rassenfrage in der Indienforschung, in Socialistischen Monatsheft, Heft 8, 1926) "Man darf ruhig sagen: Das europaische Urteil wurde bisher durch den Drang nach Selbstbehauptung verfalscht," In scientific writings, references to the nationality of those who do not or may not agree with us are not always in the best of taste; not all of M. Foucher's eloquence can make them gracious, and in any case they are no good substitute for reasoned argument.
As a matter of fact, Indian (and Japanese) scholars have shown a singular humility, and perhaps some timidity, in their ready acceptance of all the results of European scholarship; see, for example, Gauranganath Banerjee, The Art of Gandhara, and Hellenism in Ancient India. Most of those who have expressed doubts regarding the Foucher theory have been European (Havell, Cohn, Laufer, Goloubew, Sir6n, Kramrisch, etc.).
forming little protuberances which cover the whole of the head and the u.Aisa.
The ears are elongated by the weight of earrings worn before the adoption of the monastic robes. Some kind of confusion between the Buddha and Bodhisattva type is indicated by the existence of a Buddha type with crown and jewels; strictly and normally, the Buddha should be represented in monastic robes, the Bodhisattva, whether Siddhirtha or any other, in secular royal costume. The Bodhisattvas are represented in less rigid positions, never, for example, with hands in dhydna mudrd; they are commonly distinguished by attributes held in the right or left hand, Vajrapini by the vajra, Padmapnii by the rose lotus, Avalokitesvara by the blue lotus, Maitreya by the amrta flask; these attributes may be held in either hand, but the right hand is often raised in the pose of exposition (vyyakhydna mudra or cin mudra, sometimes called vitarka). Bodhisattvas are further distinguished by symbols indicated in the headdress, for example the Dhyani Buddhas in the crowns of Avalokitesvara and Mafijusrl, the stupa in that of Maitreya; and in some cases by their "vehicles," MafijusrI, for example, often riding on a lion. Each and all of these deities are almost invariably represented as seated or standing on an expanded rose lotus flower, with or without a lion throne or "vehicle" in addition. Jinas or Tlrtharhikaras are represented like Buddhas seated in dhydna mudrd, but generally nude, and otherwise only to be distinguished by special signs, such as the Arivatsa symbol on Mahivira's breast, or by their attendants.
Fundamentally then, there are two Buddha-Jina types to be considered, that of the seated Buddha or Jina with hands resting in the lap or in one of a few other positions and that of the standing figure with the right hand raised in ablzaya mudra, both types being represented in monastic robes, and neither carrying attributes; and one Bodhisattva type, seated or standing, in secular costume and usually carrying attributes. The fully evolved types described above are illustrated in Figs. I, 5, 31, 40, 62-64, 66-73.
THE EARLY REPRESENTATION OF DEITIES BY MEANS OF SYMBOLS
It is extremely doubtful whether any of the Vedic deities were anthropomorphically represented in the Vedic period, that is to say, before the time of Buddha. References to images, however, become common in the later additions to the Brfhmanas and Sfitras and in the Epics; while a well-known passage of Patafijali, commenting on Pdnini (V., 3, 99) refers to the exhibition of images of Siva, Skanda, and Vi?ikha. Very probably, we may regard the symbolic method as, broadly speaking, Aryan, the anthropomorphic as aboriginal (Dravidian), or as respectively "Northern" and "Southern" in Strzygowski's sense. Images may have been characteristic of aboriginal religious cults from a remote time, only making their appearance in Brahmanical literature at the time when popular belief was actively affecting Brahmanical culture, that is to say in the early theistic period, when piija begins to replace yajia. We find traces of this aboriginal iconolatry not only in the early figures of Yakqas, but also in such passages of the Grhya Sfitras as refer to the moving about of the images of bucolic deities, and the making of images of Nigas for the N~iga Bali. In the early votive terra cottas, all apparently non-Buddhist, and usually representing goddesses, and as a subordinate element in early Buddhist and Jaina art, we find a well-developed and quite explicit popular iconography.
Here, however, we are concerned with the symbolic or aniconic method, which was at one time so universal, at least in orthodox and official circles, as to constitute by itself a complete artistic vocabulary and an iconography without icons. Of the symbols in use, those found on the punch-marked coins and early cast and struck coins include several hundred varieties; but some are much commoner than others.
Amongst these symbols, some of the commonest are the bull, caitya-vjrksa (railed sacred tree), mountain with one or several peaks (so-called caitya of numismatists), river, solar symbols (several varieties, all wheel-like), " nandi-pada " (circle surmounted by stemless trident), tri~rila (trident part of the last without the circle), svastika, lotus, bow and arrow. I cannot here go into the evidence proving that neither the mountain nor the bow and arrow represent a stupa;4 taking this for granted, it will be observed that none of these symbols, though most of them are used by Buddhists and Jainas in the early art, is in itself any more Buddhist or Jaina than it is Brahmanical, or simply Indian. The whole series constituted an assemblage of forms so explicit that, as the Visuddhi Magga informs us, an expert banker could tell from the marks at what place and mint the coin had been stamped. Each sign had a definite meaning, sometimes secular, sometimes sectarian.
M. Foucher has rightly observed that the beginnings of Buddhist art are characterized by the use of some of these symbols and one or two others; and that they were used to designate the presence of the Buddha in the story-telling reliefs of Bhirhut and Sifici, where no anthropomorphic representation of the Master can be found, that is to say, so far as the last incarnation is concerned. Thus in the long Abhiniskramana scene (Fig. 19) SiddhArtha's presence on Kanthaka is indicated only by the royal umbrella borne beside 4. A much rarer symbol found on certain coins (e. g., Amoghabhliti, Ioo-i5o B. C.) is commonly called a square stupa. Actually all that it represents is a railed umbrella (chatra) like those represented in relief at Gaya (Cunningham, Mahabodhi, pl. IX, fig. I4 ), and like the harmika of the great stupa at Sirnath, thus conceivably designating, though not representing, a stupa. A stupa would naturally be represented as a dome within and rising above a railing. Something of this kind is to be seen on certain Andhra coins (Rapson, Coins of the Andhra Dynasty, pl. VIII, nos. 235, 236, etc.); but these suggest not the ordinary Buddhist stupa but the unusual type with a square railing and ovoid body seen in one relief at Amarivati (Fergusson, Tree and Serpent Worship, pl. LXXXVI) and one at Safici, ibid., pl. XXXII), both associated with bearded, apparently not Buddhist, ascetics. Regular stupas are first unmistakably represented on Gupta seals (Spooner, Excavations at Basdrh, A. S. I., A. R., 1913-14, pl. XLVI, no. 159).
As regards the many-arched mountain, it may be remarked that this type is found on certain coins in unmistakably Hindu associations, e. g., on the coins of Svimi Brahmanya Yaudheya, accompanying a six-headed KArttikkeya, where a stupa would be meaningless. Apparently the interpretation of this type as a caitya (in the sense of stupa) has resulted from an a priori conviction that the coin symbols must be Buddhist, and secondly, from the necessity that was felt to find a prototype for the parinirva-ia symbols of the reliefs. A comparative study of the abstract formulae used in Indian landscape compositions (e. g., the MaCndor stele, Govardhana-dhara composition, Bhandarkar, Two Sculptures at Mandor, A. S. I., A. R., 1905 -o6; or my Rajput Painting, pl. 2, or Petrucci's comment on this, Burlington Maga ine, V, 29, 1916), and likewise in early Western Asiatic and Eastern Mediterranean art would have indicated the true significance. It is quite probable that the "caitya" of three arches surmounted by a crescent represented Siva, "the three-peaked mountain being originally the god" (Hopkins, Epic Mythology, p. 220). Siva is said to have been the tutelary deity of the Sakyas (Ep. Ind., V, p. 3).
One further point: the word caitya (Pali, cetiya) ought not to be used as though it were synonymous with stupa, nor as a purely Buddhist term. In the Epics, caitya usually means a caitya-v.rka: in the (mediaeval) Prabandhacintamaizi, always a temple. In Buddhist literature the reference is sometimes to sacred trees, sometimes to stupas; two sacred trees with their altars represented at Bharhut are described in the contemporary inscriptions as cetiyas (Cunningham, Bharhut, Pls. XLIII, 4 and XLVIII, 6). The Yakkha cetiya so often mentioned in Buddhist and Jaina literature are in some cases caityavqksas with an altar, in others, temples with images. Any holystead is a caitya, notwithstanding that the word is said to be derived from a root ci, to build or pile up; cannot the word, perhaps, be connected with cit, and understood to mean an object to be meditated upon?
The proper designation of the " nandipada", also often miscalled vardhamana, is unknown. These and other coin symbols will be discussed at greater length in a forthcoming number of the Ostasiatische Zeitschrift. him; his sojourn in the wilderness is indicated by foot-prints (paduka); and the First Meditation by the central railed caitya-vrksa. Some of these symbols taken alone came to be used to designate the Four Great Events (afterwards eight) of the Buddha's life: I am rather doubtful of the nativity symbols, but certainly the Bodhi-tree (a similar caityavTksa) designated the Enlightenment, the Dharma-cakra (Wheel), the First Sermon, and the stupa, the Parinirvina. Further detail is immaterial for present purposes. It need only be remarked that M. Foucher assumes that the symbols were thus used by Buddhists in the first place upon signacula, little documents carried away by pilgrims visiting the sacred sites of the Four Great Events.5 Presumably these would have been of terra cotta or metal; but no trace of such objects has ever been found, and such early terra cottas as are known in some abundance are, as indicated above, of a quite different sort. The point, however, is unnecessary to M. Foucher's argument, as in any case an abundance of symbols was available to be made use of by every sect according to its own needs; and that each actually did so is only another illustration of the general rule that styles of art, in India, are not sectarian. M. Foucher's statement of the theory is only misleading to the extent that he implies that there was anything especially Buddhist about the process. When however he goes on to say' that the sculptors of Bhdrhut, Bodhgayd, and Sidici "devaient se sentir terriblement g~nes par cette incapacit6 ou cette interdiction d'introduire dans leurs compositions les plus compliquees l'image du hIros principal" he is only preparing the way for the later revelation from Gandhara; as he has admitted elsewhere, there existed neither an incapacity (the same sculptors represented the Buddha freely as a human being in previous incarnations) nor an interdiction (for nothing of the kind can be found in Buddhist literature), and, as is readily apparent, the sculptor was by no means embarrassed, but in fact perfectly successful in telling his story.' It is hardly to be supposed that the meaning of these reliefs needed to be explained to contemporary Buddhists.
At this point an earlier than Gandhira indebtedness of Indian art to that of Greece has been inferred in more than one connection. Della Setta, endorsed by Foucher, has pointed 5. Beginnings of Buddhist Art, p. ii. 6. L'art grico-bouddhique du Gandhara, I, p. 612. 7. It may as well be observed here that the later representation of the Buddha figure in Indian art is not the same thing as the introduction of a naturalistic style; a new object, the human figure, is introduced where it had been absent, but this figure is treated in the traditional abstract manner. The only naturalistic style in question is that of GandhAra. No phase of Indian art can be described as naturalistic in this sense; if we sometimes call the early style realistic, this only means that its theme is corporeal rather than spiritual.
The tendency to represent the human figure need not involve a naturalistic style: in Greek art the use of the figure and a naturalistic style are associated; in Indian art it is not the appearance, but the significance of objects, human or otherwise, that is sought for. In Greek art the emphasis is laid upon the object; in an abstract art it is not the object, but a concept that stands before us.
Every work of art is of course to some extent a compromise between the two points of view, naturalistic and abstract (or expressionistic); but what it is important to observe here is that the two extremes are contrasted, not in Indian Buddhist art before and after the introduction of the cult image (the Indian style remaining abstract throughout, whether it represents a sacred tree or a Buddha figure), but in Indian and Hellenistic art, respectively abstract and naturalistic. 
THE NECESSITY FOR A BUDDHA IMAGE
Inasmuch as neither the Upanigads nor Buddhism nor Jainism, considered in their original character as systems of thought, contemplated the worship (ptzja) of any personal deity, it may well be asked how it came to pass that Hinduism, Buddhism, and Jainism alike became " idolatrous " religions. The answer to this question was admirably expressed by Jacobi over forty years ago:8 "I believe that this worship had nothing to do with original Buddhism or Jainism, that it did not originate with the monks, but with the lay community, when the people in general felt the want of a higher cult than that of their rude deities and demons, when the religious development of India found in Bhakti the supreme means of salvation. Therefore instead of seeing in the Buddhists the originals and in the Jainas the imitators, with regard to the erection of temples and worship of statues, we assume that both sects were, independently of each other, brought to adopt this practice by the perpetual and irresistible influence of the religious development of the people in India." Bhakti, as is well known, means loving devotion, loyalty, attachment, service to one who is Bhagavata, worshipful, adorable, Lord, and he who feels such devotion and is devoted to any such being, is called Bhdgavata or Bhaktd. The conception comes into prominence together with, and is inseparably bound up with, the development of theistic cults in India, as these are with the making of images and the building of temples. Theistic elements are recognizable in the Upanigads; the development, as proved by the inscription of Heliodora, who calls himself a Bhigavata, with reference to Visnu, was already advanced in the second century B. C. Vaignava inscriptions, indeed, of the third or fourth century B. C. have been found at Nagarl (MadhyamikR) near Chitor. The most famous Bhakti scripture is the Bhagavad Giti referred to above, a work that must have been composed before the beginning of the Christian era, and perhaps about the fourth century B. Many references to Ndga cults are scattered through the Buddhist texts. The Chinese pilgrims constantly refer to monasteries and stupas occupying sites originally haunted by NMgas. Hsiian Tsang informs us that Ndlandd was originally the name of a Naga "and the monastery built by the side of a pool is therefore called after his name.""17
The significance for us of these cults so widely diffused and so popular in ancient India will be apparent when, in the first place, we observe that the nature of the worship offered was in many respects similar to that offered in a Buddhist temple, including particularly the erection of statues and the offering of flowers, garlands, incense, and music; in the second place that Buddhism, like other religions in similar circumstances, constantly inherited the prestige of sites already sacred, as at Bodhgayi and Ndlandi; and finally, and most important, that the designation Bhagavata is applied not alone to Visudeva (Vieru),18 to Sival9 and to Buddha,20 but also to the Four Great Kings, the Maharajas, Regents of the Quarters,21 of whom some are Yaksas and some Ndgas, and also to various Yaksas and Ndgas specifically.22
Buddhism exhibited no hostility to these popular cults: the Buddha indeed expressly exhorts the Licchavi-Vajjis to continue "to honour and esteem and revere and support the Vajjian cetiyas in the city or outside it, and allow not proper offerings and rites as formerly given and performed to fall into desuetude," and so long as this were done, "so long may the Licchavi-Vajjis be expected not to decline but to prosper." '23 Historically, the Bhigavata cults of Yaksas and Ndgas must have yielded only gradually and peacefully to the Bh5gavata cults of Vi?nu and Buddha; the cult of NMgas and Yaksas, indeed, is still widely prevalent, and though I do not know that the term Bhagavata is still employed, the lower classes throughout India still worship innumerable local godlings of this character, and it is significant that the priesthood of the temples of such godlings is always non-Brahman.24 Officially, these cults were replaced by the "higher" If we are to believe the NidEnakatha, Sujt&~ mistook the Bodhisattva for the sylvan deity for whom her offering of milk-rice had been originally intended (Fig. 23) ; the story proves at least that Buddhists conceived that such a mistake might very naturally have been made. Later on, to simple folk, statues of Yakeas and Buddhas, both associated with trees, both legitimately spoken of as Bhagavata, "The Lord," both worshipped with flowers, garlands, and incense, must have looked very much alike.26 Nor can we altogether ignore the fact that figures of a Buddha or Jina protected by a many-headed Ndga, whose hoods form a canopy above their heads, bear, no less than certain Vain.ava types (Balardma, and Vi.nu Anantasayana), a striking resemblance to an actual Ndga, as represented in the early sculptures-having a human body, but with serpent hoods rising from a point on the back behind the shoulders. We shall presently recognize a sculptural type which represents equally well a padmapadii Yakqa and a Bodhisattva Padmapi~i.
We have traced above, in popular Indian religion, sources of theism, image worship, and devotion, as we find them appearing in orthodox Brahmanism and Buddhism toward the beginning of the Christian era, in Buddhism as tendencies that point toward the Mahbydna. When we realize in this way how naturally the demand for a Buddha image must have arisen, and how readily available were suitable types," we may be less inclined to jump to the conclusion that the cult image of the Tathigata was of extra-Indian origin. That such had really been the case we could only believe, against all a priori probabilities, if in fact the earliest Indian Buddha figures, instead of perpetuating the plastic tradition and repeating the iconographic formulae of the old Indian school, had really resembled Hellenistic prototypes. Even the most ardent advocates of the Greek theory cannot claim so 
ELEMENTS OF THE LATER ANTHROPOMORPHIC ICONOGRAPHY ALREADY PRESENT IN EARLY INDIAN ART
Actual remains and literary evidences abundantly prove that images of divinities and of human beings, both in relief and in the round, existed already in the third and second centuries B. C., and it is very possible that similar figures in precious metal or impermanent materials had been made at a still earlier date. Even in specifically Buddhist art we find the Bodhisattva freely represented in human form in Jdtaka illustrations, side by side with the purely symbolic indications of Gautama as Bodhisattva (Siddhartha) or as Buddha (Tathigata).28 Craftsmen capable of producing the Pdrkham and Patna images, and the reliefs at Bhdrhut and Safici would have had no difficulty in representing Gautama in human form had they been required to do so.
India had long associated the attainment of higher stations of consciousness and the perception of ultimate truths with the practice of disciplined meditation, and had long been familiar with ascetic teachers. When a Buddha image was required, he would naturally be represented either as an adept or as a teacher; conceptions that immediately connote, in the one case the cross-legged seance,29 hands at rest in the lap, and abstracted gaze directed toward the tip of the nose, in the other, the same seance, but with the right hand raised, the left resting on the hip, and a more active demeanor. The practice of yoga is older, of course, than Buddhism or Jainism and neither of these religions did more than adopt and adapt the existing technique of contemplation. A beautiful description of the seated yogi will be found in the Bhagavad Gitd, VI, 10-2i; condensed as follows:
"Abiding alone in a secret place, without craving and without possessions, with thought and self controlled, he shall take his seat upon a firm seat, neither over-high nor over-low making the mind single-pointed, with the working of the intellect and senses held in check, with body, head and neck maintained in perfect equipoise, looking not round about him, so let him meditate, and thereby reach the peace of the Uttermost Abyss; and the likeness of one such, who knows the boundless joy that lies beyond the senses and is grasped by intuition, and who is free from longing for all desirable things, is that of a lamp in a windless place, that does not flicker."
A briefer description will be found in the canonical Buddhist Dggha Nikaya, sutta 22. No new effort on the part of the sculptor was needed for the realization of these types, which appear already at Bhdrhut, once in a relief of uncertain significance (Fig. 25 ) and once in a composition representing Digha instructing his disciples (Fig. 27) .3o Seated figures which have in fact been identified as Buddha are also found on coins of Maues (c. Ioo B. C.) and Kadapha (Kadphises I, c. 40-78 A. D.).31 In both coins we find the cross-legged seance. In the case of the Maues coin (Fig. 6 ) the two hands are folded in the lap; but there is a horizontal bar extended to the right which may be a sword or scepter, or possibly the back edge of a throne or seat. In the case of the Kadapha coins (Fig. 8) , of which there are two closely related varieties, the right hand is raised, holding some hammer-like object, perhaps a scepter, the left hand rests on the thigh, and the elbow is extended, while the breadth of the shoulders and slenderness of the waist are conspicuous. It seems to me that these personages represent a king, and not a Buddha. The Kadapha type, however, apart from the object held in the hand, is exactly that of the early Mathuri Buddhas (Figs. 34-39 ) and of figures of kings or perhaps Bodhisattvas, and of Buddha, at Amarivati. The characteristic and vigorous gesture of the palm or clenched fist resting on the thigh is rarely met with in later art, but survives, for example, in certain mediaeval Bodhisattva types (Fig. 65 ) and is often used by Javanese actors at the present day.
More convincing than any of the types above referred to are the seated figures found on early Ujjain coins. One of these (Fig. 9) can hardly be anything but a Buddha, as it represents, to quote Cunningham's words, a "figure squatting in the native fashion beside a holy tree surrounded by a railing," and, moreover, squatting on a lotus seat. This is perhaps the earliest male figure so represented as seated upon an expanded lotus. However we cannot exactly date these coins; they can hardly be earlier than the first century A. D.32 The type, however, is precisely that which appears on Kaniska's seated Buddha coins (Fig. io) , with the identifying designation.
As regards the physical peculiarities of the Buddha type, we find the usnisa represented in the Indian fashion as a rounded cranial protuberance already in the case of the relief representing Indra as SBnti on one of the Bodhgayd railing pillars, dateable about ioo B. C.33 Buddha-like heads with an usnisa-like protuberance, and many short curls, are 30. Also in the unpublished relief from Bharhut, a scene from the Vessantara Jataka, in which the Brahman Jujaka is seen seated cross-legged in his leaf hut. Berstl, Indo-koptische Kunst, in Jahrb. as. Kunst, I, 1924, has traced the westward migration of the " yogi-motif" about and somewhat before the beginning of the Christian era. He inferred its early occurrence in Indian sculpture but does not seem to have known the Bharhut examples above referred to. As a matter of fact, the motif has since been found on Indo-Sumerian seals probably to be dated well before 2000 B. C. (A. S. I., A. R., 1924-5, p. 6. represented on several of the Bodhgayd railing medallions. There is, indeed, a prominence very suggestive of an usnisa to be seen on the head of the Ndga figure on the Pitaliputra railing (Fig. 24) . I cannot recall any pre-KuSina sculpture in which an i~rund is represented, nor any earlier example of even a Buddha with webbed fingers than the Mdflkuw.r image (448/9 A. D., Fig. 61 ). In the representation of the hair in many curls, which does not appear until after the middle of the second century A. D., it is evident that literary tradition has been followed. It has been suggested, and is quite possible, that the webbed fingers represent what was at first a technical device, intended to avoid breakage.
Turning now to the standing figure in early Indian art, we find its chief iconographic peculiarities are the symmetrical stance, with well-separated feet, the raising of the right hand usually in the abhaya position,34 and the placing of the left hand upon the thigh either clenched, or holding the folds of the robe. Later the left hand is generally somewhat raised, but still grasps the drapery. Unfortunately, the arms of the oldest Indian figures, the Pdrkham (Fig. 2) and Patna ( 34. Regarding this mudra, or hasta, which is the only one except the afijali common in early Indian art, it should be observed (i) that the hand is sometimes vyjvrtta, sometimes parivrtta, the latter position being usual in the later art, and (2) this hand serves apparently to indicate several meanings which are later more carefully differentiated. The various meanings of the pataka hand in dancing include removing fear, graciousness, benediction, taking an oath, addressing an audience, closing a dispute, and any of these are appropriate to the early usage; other meanings, such as "wave" require a movement of the hand (cf. Mirror of Gesture, p. 27). The treatment of gesture in Bharata's Ndtya astra, which may date back to the second century B. C., implies a long established tradition; for gesture language (which is one of the sixty-four kalds, accomplishments) in everyday life, see Jataka, No. 546 (Cowell's translation, p. 182), where the "hands" employed seem to have been gikhara and patdka.
As regards the clenched fist (multi) of MathurA types, I have not observed this in earlier Indian, or in Gandhara types; the most suitable meaning given in abhinaya books is that of "steadiness." The energy of the gesture is enhanced by the holding of the elbows away from the waist; the arm thus held akimbo is characteristic of early Indian types, is found sparingly in mediaeval works (Fig. 65) , and survives in the Javanese theater, while it is not seen in Gandhara.
35. The equally ancient archaic Yakqa at Deoriy&, Allahabdd (Fig. 47) has the left hand on the hip; and this was almost certainly the same in the case of the Besnagar figure (Fig. 2) . The phylogeny of the standing Bodhisattva types is even clearer, because here the secular costume is retained, whereas in the Buddha figures we expect, and generally find, a monastic costume without jewelry. Starting with Yakya prototypes, the Bodhisattvas seem to have been developed in two directions, that of the independent figures, and that of the figures associated with the Buddha in a triad. Yakyas as guardians, attendants, and worshippers in early Buddhist art are represented with a flower, or as cauri-bearers, or with folded hands; and these types appear as members of a triad long before the central figure is anthropomorphically represented. Thus, if we look at the Sdfici north toraza, outer face, we find on the topmost architrave in the center a Dharma-cakra (Wheel), that is to say, the Buddha turning the Wheel of the Law, in other words preaching the first sermon at Benares; and on either side, though one is now missing, a cauKi-bearing Yakya (Fig. I4) . It may be noted the left hand grasps the folds of the drapery-a feature very characteristic of Buddha figures. Again, between the lowest and second architraves we see three uprights (Fig. 20) , in the center a Bodhi-tree, representing the Buddha on the occasion of the Great Enlightenment, and on either side a Yakga holding a rose lotus. The cauri-bearing type persists long after the anthropomorphic image appears (Figs. 34,  35 , 60) but is later on replaced by differentiated Bodhisattva types holding attributes. If however we consider the lotus-bearing type just referred to and illustrated in Figure 20 , we are immediately struck by the fact that there is only one way in which they can be described, from an iconographic point of view, namely as padmapdni, that is to say, "having a rose lotus in the hand." I do not mean to assert that these figures already represent the Bodhisattva Padmapdni, though that may be possible; I do mean to say that when it became necessary to present this Bodhisattva to the eye, the type lay ready to hand. It may well be that the very conception of a Bodhisattva Padmap~ni was suggested by the existence of padmapa i Yakgas. A parallel case is that of the Yakqa VajrapIni (Figs. 35, 40) , originally the Buddha's faithful attendant, later the Bodhisattva Vajrap~ni (Fig. 65) . Incidentally, this Yakea and Bodhisattva Vajrapini should not be confused with Indra, to whom the epithet vajrapdni also applies, but who never became a Bodhisattva. Regarding the generally similar aspect of Bodhisattvas and Yakgas little more need be said, except to remark that the resemblance of type is such that in more than one instance modern students have mistaken ancient Yakya figures for Bodhisattvas.37 As regards a resemblance in function, it need scarcely be pointed out that Bodhisattvas, like Yakgas, are frequently worshipped, not for the sake of enlightenment, but as guardians and protectors from earthly ills.38
In the case of Jaina iconography, the sequence is even clearer; only here there are no 43. So also the thunderbolt of Zeus is older than the earliest known Greek representations (Jacobsthal, Der Blitz in der orientalischen und griechischen Kunst, Berlin, 19o6). In such cases it is simpler to regard the Indian occurrences as belonging to the common Indo-WesternAsiatic inheritance than as late borrowings; more especially occurs on coins of Maues, c. ioo B. C., and so even if of western origin need not have any specific bearing on the Gandhira question. But it would have been a most natural development within the Indian tradition. In Vedic ritual a golden disc was placed on the fire altar to represent the sun; it may well be that in other cases such a disk was placed behind the altar, at any rate this would naturally tend to be so in the case of smaller altars bearing cult objects. Radiance is a quality associated with all the Devas, and we might expect that when an anthropomorphic image took its place upon the altar, once empty or occupied by a symbol, the disc would remain--just as the Bodhi-tree remains behind the Vajrisana when the visible Buddha takes his place upon it. At any rate we do in fact find representations of altars bearing symbols (the bowl relic, Fig. 22 ), having behind them just such a hemisphere as we might expect, with the usual scallop edge of the Ku~ina nimbus; a similar half-disc appears (with rays) behind a seated Siirya type (D 46 in the Mathurd Museum) of the Kuydna period (Fig. 44) . It seems to me very likely that we have before us a direct traditional continuity. In any case, the nimbus cannot be regarded as an argument of much weight in the Gandhira question. As I have constantly repeated and as cannot be too often repeated, the only real argument would consist in showing that the earliest Indian Buddha figures, whatever their date, resemble Gandhira types and are not in the iconographic or stylistic tradition of the older indigenous works.
A rather constant distinction of Gandhdra from Mathuri Buddha figures appears in the form of the throne, which in Gandhira is usually a lotus, in Mathuri, a sirhhsana, that is to say, a rectangular pedestal supported by lions. The exact significance of this difference is hard to explain. It may be remarked that the Gandhira lotus is somewhat un-Indian in that it is represented not as a broad expanded surface, but rather suggesting a prickly artichoke, as if the Indian conception of a firm and easy seance, had been somewhat misunderstood. If the Gandhira sculptors depended wholly or partly on a literary tradition, perhaps the distinction arose in connection with the double meaning of the word padmasana, which signifies both the lotus seance and the lotus seat. In India proper the sculptor would have been better aware that the Buddha could be represented in padmasana (lotus seance) without necessarily being seated upon a lotus. That the Indian sculptors followed a tradition in which the lion had importance, no doubt in connection with the conception of the Tathigata as SAkyasirhha, the Lion of the Sgkyas, is also shown by the fact that in some standing figures, for example Friar Bala's Bodhisattva, a lion is represented seated between the rather widely separated feet of the Master.
In Gandhira Bodhisattvas, the turban, when represented, is usually of a typically Indian, Ku~ina, form. When, as in Figures 17 and 32 Buddha represented, in Mathuri works in an Indian manner and in Gandhira works in the Hellenistic tradition, it seems most natural to assume that the Indian type is original. Incidentally it may be remarked that the occurrence of this formula in the Kuqana period is one of the earliest plastic evidences available of an already advanced stage in the development of Mahayana theology. Be it observed that it is not inconceivable that such a small Buddha figure had been actually worn by Indian Buddhist kings, who might have wished to be regarded as Bodhisattvas, just as Kadphises II using the title of Mahesvara suggests that he is an incarnation of Siva; at a much later period such a Buddha figure was certainly worn in the headdress by the Sinhalese king Vimala Dharma Sfirya.44 Another cycle of the same kind is represented by the lild kamala or lilabja, lotus of dalliance, held in the hand by divinities and by kings and queens from the time of the earliest reliefs up to the present day; whether this lotus had originally a precise symbolic significance, or, as the Mahdpaddna Sutta expresses it, was simply "dear to and beloved of all," we can hardly say.45
Great differences are found too in the treatment of the hair. In Gandh~ra the hair is generally thick and undulating (Fig. 30 ) and the usnisa is either covered by the hair or replaced by a kind of chignon. In Mathurd, however, both Buddha and Jina images are represented at first with a spiral protuberance (Fig. 34) which is a lock of hair and not an usnisna; later the whole head and hair are covered with small short curls, and this type after the second century becomes the almost universal rule, the only example (Fig. 61) 
Reproduced in Rouffaer and Juynboll, Indische
Batikkunst, and in my Mediaeval Sinhalese Art, pl. xxii.
In early Indian art the lotus is held in the hand, is used as a seat or pedestal, is represented in medallions,
and in the ftill-vase (puztia-ghata, bhadda-ghata) motif, and constantly employed in the decorative borders. Foucher is undoubtedly right in regarding the lotus when treated per se as of symbolic significance, and as designating the feminine divinity who holds the lotus in her hand and is sometimes accompanied by elephants who pour down waters upon her from jars held in their trunks. This type, exactly corresponding to the later Lakemi and Gaja-Lakqmi, when met with in Buddhist art, Foucher describes as Maya-Devi; and this goddess, or the lotus alone, he regards as designating the nativity of the Buddha. The type, however, is equally a favorite one in early Jaina art; it appears on early votive terra cottas, and on coins which we have no special reason to regard as Buddhist. Perhaps the most fully realized type is that of the pillar from the Jamalpur mound, Mathurd, now B 89 in the Lucknow Museum (Cunningham, A. S. W. I., Reports, I, or my History of Indian and Indonesian Art, fig. 74); here we have the full-vase motif, with masses of lotus flowers rising from it, and the goddess standing on one of the flowers amongst the others. This proto-Lakgmi may have designated the nativity in some special instances, but we have no evidence that such was the case: May&-Devi when unmistakably represented in the later nativities belongs to the dryad (vrkiaka) type. What we may well be sure of is that fundamentally the goddess of the lotus is a figure of Abundance, drawn from the warm and living imagery of popular cults. Like the dryads and many of the railing figures, the aspect of fertility is emphasized. When the elephants are present, these are surely the life-giving monsoon clouds. And the rose lotus, which Foucher recognized as her particular symbol, is at once an emblem of the waters and of abundance.
In old Jaina texts the Gaja-Lakgmi composition is always described as the lustration (abhifekha) of Fortune (sri).
The significance of the lotus seat and pedestal must be another than this. It will not be overlooked that Brahma in the Epics is called abjaja, lotus-born, and kamalasana, seated on a lotus. In the Satapatha BrahmaZia (VII, 4, I, 8 and X, 5, 2, 6) the lotus plant is said to represent the (cosmic) waters, and the earth is a lotus leaf floating on the waters. Here the idea of divine and miraculous birth is present. In later works the mysterious purity of the lotus, which springs from the mud and is yet so fair, and whose leaves though they rest on the water are not wetted by it, is often referred to. Also, it is characteristic of the gods that they do not touch the earth; the lotus flowers that rise beneath their feet and which, even in seated images, are, as it were, their footstool designate this peculiarity.
In the later cosmologies both macrocosm and microcosm are in various ways compared to a lotus, and it is possible that some conception of this kind is present when a lotus is seen in the hand of a deity; the lild-kamala, lotus of dalliance, a toy as it were in human hands, is likewise the cosmic scene of the divine lild.
Finally, it can hardly be doubted that at the time we are speaking of the history of decorative art was already so ancient that the lotus may well have been extensively used simply as a familiar design, without special or conscious significance, of the smooth head dating from the Gupta period being the Mflfkuwl.r image, 448/9 A. D. In Gandhlra, as the process of Indianization of the type proceeds, the flowing locks are restricted and by gradual transitions come to conform to the Indian curly formula. Both types, the early single spiral (Fig. 34) and the later multiplicity of short curls seem to reflect, though in different ways, the tradition of the Niddnakathd that when the Bodhisattva shore his locks, his hair "was reduced to two inches in length, and curling from the right, lay close to his head, and so remained as long as he lived."
The occurrence of Jaina types, practically identical with the Buddha types, except for the absence of the robe, is noteworthy. It is generally assumed, and must be assumed, when the Hellenistic theory is adopted, that the Jaina types are derived from Buddhist ones. But such little (palaeographic) evidence as is available tends to show that the Jaina type as found on dydgapatas (votive slabs) (Figs. 41, 42 ) are somewhat older than any dated Buddha figures. Laufer46 has suggested with some plausibility that Jainas preceded the Buddhists in the adoption of an iconolatrous cult.
It is a rather mysterious fact that though the Jainas, like the Buddhists, were well established in Taxila Stylistically, of course, Gandhira is independent; but hardly more definitely so than China or even Java, and Chinese or Javanese style are no proof of Chinese or Javanese origins. All we can say definitely is that practically every element essential to the iconography of Buddha and Bodhisattva figures appears in early Indian art before the Buddha figure of Gandhdra or Mathuri is known.
STYLE AND CONTENT: DIFFERENTIATION OF INDIAN AND HELLENISTIC TYPES
In the previous chapter only the iconographic elements (theme and shape) have been referred to; it remains to point out that the Indian stylistic sequence presents a similar continuity, and to define the distinction of the Indian from the Hellenistic types in respect of content and form.
In the Pdrkham and Deoriyd images (Figs. 2, 3) we have works of archaic aspect, characterized by frontality and an abrupt transition from the plane of the chest to that of the sides; in the Patna image (Fig. 3) in outline; this quality is maintained in Indian sculpture until after the Gupta period, while it is the very opposite of what we find in Gandhara, where sculpture represents the decadence of a tradition, and is, as we should naturally expect, attenuated and linear. The early Indian figures stand symmetrically, with the feet somewhat apart, and this is also the case with later images of the type of Friar Bala's Bodhisattva (Fig. 2) . In the early figures the sculptor has at his command an adequate scheme for the representation of the folds of drapery; and this drapery clings closely to the figure. In many Suilga and early Andhra works the body is revealed almost as though it were nude. Here again is a feature that is highly characteristic of the early Mathura Buddhist figures, and of Gupta art generally. In Gandh~ra the drapery is treated realistically, the folds rising well above the level of those parts of the material that are actually in contact with the flesh; at Mathurd the treatment is schematic and clinging. Nothing is more characteristic of the early Indian art than its affirmative force; the Gandhara style by comparison is listless. This radiation of force is scarcely at all reduced in the Mathurd standing and seated figures, which in this respect, indeed, are somewhat at variance with the dispassionate serenity which we are apt to regard as characteristic of Buddha types. In the early Indian works and up to the end of the second century A. D. there is hardly ever to be found deliberate grace; it is not without reason, though the language may sound strange in the ears of students of art, that some archaeologists have described the Gandhira figures as graceful, the Mathur-types as clumsy and unwieldy. This only expresses the common and unsophisticated view that regards all early art as "awkward," and all late art as "better;" but in the present connection it serves to exhibit very well the stylistic gulf that separates Gandhdra from Mathurd. In fact the Gandhdra types, like other Hellenistic works, are soft and woolly; those of Mathurd, tense, and even strained. Whatever we may think about the iconography, it would be impossible to imagine a genetic connection of either school with the other in point of style.
Again, the earlier Indian types are products, not of observation, but of cerebration; they are mental abstractions. As Indian culture became more conscious, racial taste was more and more a determining factor in such abstractions. That the model upon which the artist worked was regarded from the standpoint of knowledge, and not of observation, is reflected in the use of sdxhands or dhydna mantrams, which constitute the main part of the bilpa 'istras so far as they are concerned with the making of cult images. No natural form is imitated merely because it is present in nature; on the contrary, all the formulae of art are as much sarihskrtam as Sanskrit itself, and every phrase was intended to have a definite significance. Of course, the art as it develops, comes to have an appearance of not by any necessity conform to those perceived in nature by untrained perception; all that is necessary is that they should be consistent and significant.
Where we think we recognize an increasing "truth to nature" and assume a closer observation, as in the Ajan~t paintings referred to, what we have in reality is greater consciousness;'5 the artist, mehr einjiihlende, is more aware of the tensions that he represents, and consequently represents them more convincingly. But the corresponding gestures had already been codified in dictionaries of gesture (Bharata's Niltya Sdstra); and the painter is really using a highly artificial and conventional language of glances, inclinations, and gestures, all with definite significance. When we come to examine his supposed realism more closely, we find that it has no foundation in the observation of anatomy or modeling, and that it depends entirely on an understanding of the psychology of gesture. When later on the same formulae have become rigid habits, this only means that the race has fallen from the high level of consciousness and subtlety that marked the zenith of its culture, not that observation of nature has been abandoned; the suggestion of realism is immediately lost, which is by no means the case in decadent Greek art.
Silpa ~astras were certainly current in the Gupta period; Hsiian Tsang refers to such works as forming a section of the Sastras studied by laymen.58 But the use of formulae goes back to a much earlier time. Indians from the beginning were deeply interested in physiognomy, and it is with this preoccupation that a fundamental type like that of the Mah~puruga-Cakravartin was conceived. This theoretical type, with its thirty-two principal marks (laksan.as) and other minor marks, is older than the Buddha image, older presumably than the Buddha himself. At least, the Buddha is described as a Mahdpurusa in canonical books, and as possessing these marks, of which some are represented in the sculptures. Thus the Buddhist had taken over at an early period from non-Buddhist sources a conception of the Buddha as Mahdpuruga or Cakravartin; the laksanas were certainly not the invention of Buddhists, but were taken over by them and applied to the person of the Master. In other words, a definite idea of the Buddha's appearance existed before the time of actual representations; nor did this idea differ from that which a Hindu would have had of the appearance of such a god as Vi?nu, likewise a Mahipurusa.59 That the Buddha could not be regarded as a man in the ordinary sense of the word may be gathered from the words attributed to himself, in reply to the questions of Drona, a Brdhman who found him seated at the foot of a tree; was he a Deva, Gandharva, Yaksa, or man? The Master replies that he is none of these, but a Buddha.6o Like the gods, he is anthropomorphic, but not a man; and as a deity he stands with them as a fit and natural subject for iconographic representation.
57. The case of painting is not quite the same as that of the religious sculpture. Painting was to some extent cultivated as a fine art and as an accomplishment. Portraits must certainly have been likenesses. In sculpture, even the effigies of donors are types, rather than likenesses. The sculptor should represent the gods, as gukracarya says, not men-though the latter may be pleasing, it is not the way to heaven (?ukranitisdra, IV, iv, 154-i57). It is significant that a knowledge of the science of dancing was considered essential to the understanding of painting (Vipnudkarmottaram, III, II, 3) . 6o. Anguttara Nikdya, II, 37. Cf. Lalita Vistara, ch. xvi, " Is this BrahmA, Indra, or Vai4ravana, or some mountain deity?" All this mentality and formulation are foreign to the Hellenistic tradition, which represents the last term of a long development that had been determined by a profound interest in human form studied for its own sake. Greek idealism regarded even ideal forms as objective realities, not as fashioned by thought; hence, or in other words, Greek instinct was perceptive and outwardly directed. Even though the story be a myth, it is still significant that a Greek sculptor should have been supposed to have created a perfect type by combining the beauties of five different individuals. An Indian, connoisseur of the beauty of women as he was, would never have resorted to models, because he knew a priori in what the beauty of women consisted, or if we can imagine him in doubt, would have consulted a Sastra; it would never have occurred to him to find out what it was by turning to nature. The Greeks, like Wordsworth, though not perhaps in quite the same way, were "fond of nature;" and this kind of art they brought to perfection. But while the Indian kind of art in its decadence becomes a repetition of stereotyped formulae no longer felt, the Greek kind in its decadence becomes rhetorical and facile.
As stated in the
We are dealing, in fact, not merely with two different kinds of art, but with two arts in entirely different stages of their development; the Greek already decadent, the Indian still primitive. A serious stylistic influence of a realistic or decadent art upon a formal or primitive art (and we have seen that both distinctions held) could only have been destructive; we have seen too much of the influence of European art on Asiatic art within the last hundred years not to be aware of this; nothing inwardly resembling Gandhira art had been produced in India before the nineteenth century. The fact that art of the Indian school pursued a normal course (i. e., it "develops") from first to last is not a proof that the refinement of the primitive types was due to external influences, but a proof of continuity in the indigenous tradition.
Apparently only one example of Mathuri sculpture in the round representing a Buddha or Bodhisattva has been regarded as an actual imitation of a Gandh~ra prototype: and only one piece of actual Gandhdra sculpture has been found in Mathurd.62 It is admitted by all students and will be obvious from the most cursory examination of the accompanying illustrations that the sculptures of Kanieka's reign differ so much from Gandhbra types that a genetic connection seems inconceivable." It is only in certain reliefs mostly of the middle period (Visudeva and later), as justly noted by Codrington,64 that Gandhbra influence can be definitely recognized (Figs. 58, 59 ). The Dhruv TIII stupa drum"6 described by Foucher as a "caricature lamentablement indianisee" 66 must be reckon ed amongst these.
Why did not the Mathuri craftsman adopt more freely Hellenistic mannerisms? I think it was mainly because the required types lay ready to hand in the local tradition. The transition from a Buddha type like that of the Ujjain coin (Fig. 9) attendant to an attendant Padmapdni took place almost unnoticed. That which seems to us a kind of artistic revolution really implied no new iconographic invention; it involved a new terminology much more than a new art. India had long been familiar with images of gods; Patafijali, presumably in the second century B. C., speaks of images of Siva, Skandha, and ViQikha, not to mention other and earlier indications and the known Yakqa figures. The whole process belongs to the theistic development which had been taking place, and is naturally reflected in the substitution of anthropomorphic figures for the older abstract symbolism. Buddhism cannot be considered alone; that Buddha had come to be regarded as Devatideva, God of gods, shows that, as usual, each religion is affected by the current tendency. There is no canonical proscription of images in Buddhist literature, early or late; and very soon the Buddhist authors take it for granted that images had been made even in the Buddha's own lifetime. Mathuri sculptors, then, had no more occasion to adopt the Hellenistic iconography or style than they had to replace their own Brdhmi by Kharosthl, which must have been the official script of Kaniska's capitals at Peshdwar and Kapisa. I do not believe that the slightest prejudice against Gandhara art, as such, existed; or if so, only as an instinctive taste, the nature of which is indicated in Le Coq's just remark: "Allen Asiaten erscheinen Europaergesichter (also auch die der Hellenen) sehr unsch6n.""6 I once showed to a Kandyan craftsman, a descendant of bilpins and acaryas, and proficient in his art, a good example of European design, rather thinking he would admire it; in fact, however, he seemed neither attracted nor repelled, and merely remarked, "Ek eka rata, ek eka veda," that is, "every country has its own style." I believe that a Mathuri craftsman would have regarded a Gandhdra work in the same way.
It must be remembered too that Buddhist and Hindu images were not regarded and never have been regarded in India as works of art; they were made as means of edification. Prestige attached to sanctity, not to style; the same situation may be observed in modern times in connection with such relatively uncouth types as those of the Sri Ndtha-ji18 of NMthadv~r and Jaganndtha of Puri, of which painted replicas are constantly made, adhering rigidly to type, regardless of the availability of much more attractive (humanly speaking) Kr.ina and Visnu types. The modern imager is totally unaware of stylistic degeneration; in the same way he must in early times have been unaware of the virtue of his art. He did not think at all in terms of our connoisseurship; the plastic style of his day came to him as naturally as the spoken language, and both as a matter of course. Particular images would only be copied on account of their special sanctity, not because of their artistic merits.69" Particular places would only become centers of distribution, as supply the needs of the devout inhabitants or pilgrims. Now we know that in the time of
Kanirka
Mathurd was a most important Buddhist center, probably the most important in India; as remarked by Przyluski70 in quite another connection, "Mathurd e~t parmi les communautis bouddhiques une situation privilegge;" and it played a very great part in the dissemination of the faith. This being so, it is not in the least surprising that the Mathurd school should have played such an important part as it did in the history of Buddhist art. 71 We are able, moreover, to trace the influence of the Mathurd types, not only at Amar~vati, but as the formative basis of Gupta art, by means of archaeological data, and not only by stylistic evidence. In the time of Kaniska Mathuri had already such a reputation that Buddha and Bodhisattva images were exported thence to Sfici, Praydg, Amin (near Thanesar), Kasia, rdvasti, Pltaliputra, SdrnAth, Bodhgayv, Rajagrha, and to many parts of the Panjib, including even Taxila. At Sirnith, copies of Mathurd types have been definitely recognized. In the Gupta period, while local ateliers had developed at places like Sdrnmth and Sifici, Mathuri sculptures were still exported to these antd other sites. These facts sufficiently explain the close relation of the Kuyna and Gupta forms. The Sirnith types of Buddha and Bodhisattva images which followed are rightly regarded as the finest creations of the Gupta period. It was no wonder therefore, that this new art so rapidly spread not only to the rest of India, but also to the neighboring countries of Siam, Cambodia, and Ceylon." It will be seen that all that is required to establish a Hellenistic origin of the Buddha image as it appears in the Gupta period, fully evolved, is to show that Friar Bala's Bodhisattva type (Fig. 4) is a "replique" of the Gandhira type (e. g., Fig. 53 ). When this has been done, I shall be ready to accept the Greek theory, bag and baggage.
DATING OF GANDHARA AND MATHURA BUDDHAS
Here we know nothing for certain; and what we do not know cannot be used with much cogency in support of any argument. Nor can the question of dates, whatever discoveries may be in store for us, ever by itself provide us with a final solution of our problem. For, if the Gandhira Buddhas could be proved older than any Mathuri ones, this would not alter the admitted fact that the conception of the figure is Indian, nor the equally obvious fact that the earliest Indian Buddha figures are in stylistic and iconographic continuity with the older indigenous art. Nor, on the other hand, if priority could be proved for the Mathurt types would it alter the fact that the Gandhdra types are Hellenistic in style; the iconography in Gandhira might still have been derived from elements already present in early Indian art, or constructed from literary sources, and a Mathura origin of the Buddha image in Gandhdra would not be proven. Nor would it alter the fact that a considerable element of Hellenistic style can be followed across Central Asia into China, Korea, and Japan, nor the fact that even in India definite traces of the Gandhiran influence can be detected. Nevertheless, it will be worth while to recapitulate the few available facts, and refer to some of the conclusions that have been or may be drawn from them.
Advocates It should be observed that the Jaina aydgapatas from Mathur~ bearing Jina figures of the same type as that of the seated Buddha figures have Brahmi inscriptions which seem to be pre-Kusgna; that they were dated by Biihler in the first century B. C. depended, however, on an earlier dating of Kaniska than that now adopted. A reexamination of the inscriptions is needed; all that we can say is that these slabs may well be assigned provisionally to the middle of the first century A. D.84 As regards the Buddha figure on an Ujjain coin (Fig. 9 ) I see no reason at present to date this before the first century A. D.; the fact that a coin of the same class and character bears a figure of a three-headed Mahesa, notwithstanding that it has been assigned to the second century B. C.,85 is in itself evidence that the general type should be assigned to the first or even the second century A. D.
The so-called Buddha figures on the coins of Maues and Kadapha (Kadphises I) are indeed dateable, and the former would take us back to the beginning of the first century B. C. As stated above, however, I do not think that these can be accepted as Buddha figures; all that they certainly show is a type closely related to that of the seated Buddha figure when it finally appears and can be recognized without possibility of error.
It will be seen from what has been said above that the whole evidence for the dating of Gandhara Buddha types in the first century B. C. or early first century A. D. rests upon five objects, of which three are dated in unknown eras, one excavated nearly a hundred years ago is dated on the evidence of coins alone, and one is of the Kanieka period. This is a very slender foundation upon which to base an argument flatly at variance with the evidence of the excavations at Taxila. The balance of real evidence tends to show that the Buddha figure came into general use somewhat before the beginning of the reign of Kanieka, and not more than fifty years at most, if so much, before his accession. The evidence is not sufficiently precise to warrant us in forming a theory as to the priority of either school. I am inclined to presume on general grounds a priority for Mathuri; but that is not evidence. All that we can assert is that the earliest Buddha types in each area are in the local style; and that later on, though some mutual influence was felt, the outstanding character of the development is one of stylistic Indianization in Gandhara, and one of adherence to the Mathuri type in the Ganges valley, subject to the normal stylistic 84. See p. 304 above. Many of these dyagapatas are illustrated by Vincent Smith, The Jain St?ipa of Mathura.
One of the slabs from the KaflkAli Til~ is dated in the reign of Sod•sa and is thus pre-Kugdna, but it is hardly safe to assume that the slabs with Jina figures are of the same age.
85. The Mahega is illustrated by Cunningham, Coins of Ancient India, pl. X, 6. Rapson, Indian Coins, p. 14, justly remarks that there does not exist sufficient evidence to arrange the early Ujjain coins in chronological order. The ascription of the Mahega type to the second century B. C. will be found in the Cambridge History of India, p. 532, the coin being again illustrated in pl. V, i9. But no polycephalous type is certainly older than the reign of Vasudeva, and it is impossible to date the Ujjain coin before the second century A. D. evolution which marks the transition from KuLina to Gupta types. Great scorn has been poured upon the view that Gupta art would have been just what it is had the GraecoBuddhist school of Gandhdra never existed, and of course such a statement could not be literally defended; yet I am prepared to assert that the Hellenistic element actually traceable in Gupta art is really insignificant. In view of the considerations and facts brought forward above, it becomes impossible to treat the phrase "Greek origin of the Buddha image" as representing anything more than a rhetorical misuse of language; if art of the Gandhira school, as its students admit, is half Indian, art of the Ku~ina and Gupta periods in the Ganges valley is altogether Indian, for it deals with the same ideas, and uses a plastic language that is in direct continuity with that of the preceding centuries. The Mahdvarhsa, V, 90 ff., written no doubt when images were already well known, very naturally ascribes to Aioka a desire to behold the likeness of Buddha. " 'Let us behold,' he is made to say, 'the form of the omiscient Great Sage, of him who hath boundless knowledge, who hath set rolling the Wheel of the True Doctrine.' " Then a Niga king in response to this expressed desire "created a beauteous figure of the Buddha, endowed with the thirty-two greater signs and brilliant with the eighty lesser signs, surrounded by the fathom-long rays of glory and adorned with the crown of flames."
